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DETAILED ACTION 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on August 1, 2006 has been entered. Claims 1-17 
and 19-43 remain pending. 

2. This communication is in response to Amendment filed 03/09/06, all independent claim 
at least have been amended to include added limitation(s), claims 1-17, 19-43 have been 
examined. 

Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C 103 

3. Quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the 
rejections under this section made in this Office action may be found in previous office action. 

4. Claims 1-6, 8-9, 13-17, 19-21, 23-24, 28-36, 38, 42-43 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kuzma (US 5,771,355) in view of Hoffert et. al. (US 
5,903,892) (Hoffert hereafter) in further view of Rudy et. al. (US 6,360,252) and as further 
exemplified by Soles et. al. (US 2001/0143918) 

Regarding claim 1, and 5 Kuzma teaches a system (Figs. 1-3 and col 1/lines 26-56) and method 
(col 14/lines 24-43) configured to communicate media files, comprising: 

a sender client configured to provide a message comprising: a recipient address and a 
handle to a media file (col 1/lines 13-22, col 2/lines 24-58), the handle to the media comprising 
reference to the media file (col 1/lines 36-67), and a pointer location to the media file (col 5/lines 
10-54); 
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a server configured to receive and provide said message from the sender client to a 
receiver client that corresponds with said recipient address, said receiver client configured to 
receive said message from said server (col 3/lines 26-62); 

wherein said receiver client is configured to access said media file from the sender client 
and a peer receiver client source of the media file (col 44/lines 44-47, col 5/lines 10-54 and col 
6/lines 8-15); and 

wherein the location message is sent without the media file (Kuzma column 5, lines 1- 
28, 62-65); however Kuzma teaches a message comprising a handle to a media file, he does not 
teach where the media file includes copyright information. 

HofFert teachings related to the field of digital media such as audio/video clips (abstract, 
background) including the delivery via an email server (col 28/lines 11-16), teaches wherein to 
facilitate the delivery/retrieval of media files by indexing streaming media files with information 
describing the media files content, including a handle to the media file, e.g. URL and content 
attributes such as title, author, copyright information (col 6/lines 53-col 7/line 19). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestion of Kuzma for retrieving media files using a handle to the media file, 
the teachings of HofFert for enabling the retrieval of media files by attributes other than their 
type, would be readily apparent. One would be motivated to enhance files transmittable over the 
Internet including email, with file indexing attributes more descriptive of the content, such as the 
media file location, e.g. socket, header data, title, author, copyright, additional information such 
as resolution, duration, resolution, frame rate, etc. this would enable the receiver client ascertain 
the resources and the time required for selectively downloading desired media file, as explicitly 
suggested by the applied references; however, the above-mentioned prior art does not teach 
sending a message further comprising a preview of a file. However Kuzma does not explicitly 
teach where the message comprises and preview of a video file. 

Rudy teachings regarding digital media and the field of electronic email, teaches sending 
in a message a user understandable description of a file comprising the name of the file, and a 
small thumbnail of the image file i.e. a view in advance or preview of the media file (col 7/lines 
14-21, 48-58 and column 1, lines 25-28). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions of handling media files using email the teachings of Rudy would 
be readily apparent. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to include a preview of 
the media file in the form of a thumbnail, which provides a preview image of and an index to the 
corresponding fiill size of the media file. One would be motivated to apply Rudy's teachings 
because they can be used where there is a low bandwidth connection between the server and a 
user's client machine, where there is a high latency connection such as through a satellite link or 
a modem or Wireless Application Protocol (WAP) phone that requires time to establish 
connection, or where there is an unreliable or intermittent connection. In addition, the 
techniques are advantageous because they can be used where the client machine is not adequate 
to render most attachments due to storage limitations or due to inadequate output capabilities, 
such as a small display or a display with inadequate resolution; however the above-mentioned 
prior art does not explicitly teaches determining the connectivity between to clients. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that connectivity between to 
communicatively operating devices can be determined via a ping, probe or ICMP among other 
mechanisms. Soles merely exemplify the mechanism for checking for a connection to another 
peer client for establishing a communication therewith [Soles 0078]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made given the computing devices 
of a broad range [Soles 0036] configured to transfer multi-media data between them including 
providing/publishing multimedia stored therein [Soles 0005-0010] using the internet 
address/unique identifier [0046] for communicating, to determine if there is a existing 
connection by means of sending a ping message (i.e. request/response that verifies that a 
connection is established) to check connectivity to the peer client. One would be motivated to 
include the teachings of Soles into the Kuzma system making reference to available media files 
via email for enabling a broad range of peer clients to become active part of distributed 
applications that span many peers the transfer of data such as images, music files or video clips 
because in doing so client may choose from with peer client to retrieve data providing the choice 
to check for a connection to a peer client(s) from which media files can be retrieved and select 
the sending peer client through which the media file can be retrieved in the shortest amount of 
time, as suggested by Soles. 
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Regarding claims 2-3, wherein the sender and receiver clients are a personal computer (120 of 
Figs. 1-2, col 3/lines 7-18). 

Regarding claim 4, wherein the server is an application service provider accessed via an Internet 
(301)(col 3/lines 19-46, col 3/line 63-col 4/line 10). 

Regarding claim 5, wherein said message comprises a text of data information (col 1/lines 23-25) 
and copyright indication of a file (HofFert column 28, lines 1 1-16 and column 6, line 53-column 
7, line 19) 

Regarding claim 6, address are network email address (col 1/lines 14-22). 

5. Claims 7, 22, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the references as applied to claim 1, in further view of Hsu et al. (US 6,295,058) (Hsu 
hereafter). 

Regarding claim 7, Hsu teachings pertaining the invention's field of endeavor, discusses as prior 
art the transmission of electronic mail containing audio and/or visual files obtained from various 
sources, e.g. a video cassette recorder or camcorder are converted in a suitable format, e.g. 
MPEG and stored locally on a storage device, and transmitting stored files as an email to a mail 
server (col 2/lines 3-15). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestion of Kuzma that the personal computers may be any suitable computer 
system which additionally may include a special purpose video processor, a video camera, and 
graphic viewer programs for rendering graphic files associated with email messages. One 
ordinary skilled in the art would be motivate create multimedia emails with a simple for of 
electronic communication to enable accessible to the general public and using an open 
architecture providing a service independent of the email service provider, as taught by Hsu. 
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Regarding claims 8-9, the sender and receiver client is further configured to use an HTTP 
protocol to provide and receive the location message (Kuzma: col 3/lines 63-col 4/line 31, 44- 
50). 

6. Claims 10-12, 25-27 and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references as applied to claim 1, in further view of Thurlow et. al. (US 6,457,879) 
(Thurlow hereafter). 

Regarding claims 10-12, 25-27 and 39-41, however Kuzma does not explicitly teach a 

connection determination step. 

Thurlow teaching pertaining to the invention's field of endeavor, teach determining the 

connection status between a client and server (col 15/lines 47-57, col 16/lines 54-67), and 

processing messages according to determined connection status (abstract). 

Soles teaches checking for a connection to another peer client for establishing a 
communication therewith including sending a request and receiving a reply in response the said 
request, e.g. pings for determining availability of devices on a network [Soles 0078]. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made given the 
computing devices of a broad range [Soles 0036] configured to transfer multi-media data 
between them including providing/publishing multimedia stored therein [Soles 0005-0010] using 
the internet address/unique identifier [0046] for communicating, to determine if there is a 
existing connection by means of sending a ping message (i.e. request/response that verifies that a 
connection is established) to check connectivity to the peer client. One would be motivated to 
include the teachings of Soles into the Kuzma system making reference to available media files 
via email for enabling a broad range of peer clients to become active part of distributed 
applications that span many peers the transfer of data such as images, music files or video clips 
because in doing so client may choose from with peer client to retrieve data providing the choice 
to check for a connection to a peer client(s) from which media files can be retrieved and select 
the sending peer client through which the media file can be retrieved in the shortest amount of 
time, as suggested by Soles. 
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It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
given the suggestion of Kuzma for enabling clients to have server functions to enable any client 
access each other in a peer fashion to include Thurlow' s teachings for processing messages, e.g. 
sending and receiving between clients via servers. The teachings of Thurlow when applied to 
Kuzma will enable the clients or server to perform connection status determinations and process 
messages according to determined status. One would be motivated to provide users poll email 
server or client, e.g. recipients while online for incoming messages or reception availability, 
respectively, or offer user the option to work online or offline, discussed by Thurlow. 

Regarding claims 13-15, connections between sender, mail server and recipient are Internet 
protocol based supported (Kuzma: col 12/lines 33-49). The system of claim 1, further 
comprising: 

7. Claims 10-12, 25-27 and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references as applied to claim 1, in further view of Kohtake, N., et. al. InfoStick: An 
Interaction Device for Inter-appliance Computing, HUC'99, LNCS 1707, 1999, p. 246-258. 

Regarding claim 16, a sending device configured to provide a message comprising: a recipient 
address and a handle to a media file (Kuzma col 1/lines 13-22, col 2/lines 24-58), the handle to 
the media comprising reference to the media file (Kuzma col 1/lines 36-67), and a pointer 
location to the media file (Kuzma col 5/lines 10-54); 

a server configured to receive and provide said message from the sending device to a 
receiving device that corresponds with said recipient address, said receiving device is configured 
to receive said message from said server (Kuzma col 3/lines 26-62); 

wherein said receiving device is configured to access said media file from the sender 
client and a peer receiver client source of the media file (Kuzma col 44/lines 44-47, col 5/lines 
10-54 and col 6/lines 8-15); however Kuzma does not explicitly teach a where the receiving 
device is a video recorder configured to receive a handle to a media file. 
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Kohtake suggests where a video recorder is configured as a networked reachable device 
to receive a handle media file of an interesting web site (e.g. URL) to access the media file 
associated with the handle (page 246-247). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the teachings of Kohtake for providing a networked video recorder with an 
URL to create a hardcopy of an image, as suggested by Kohtake (p. 1). 

Regarding claims 17, 19-22, these claims are substantially the same as claims 2-7, discussed 
above same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 23, the protocol used by the receiver client to provide the location message is 
HTTP (Kuzma: col 12/lines 33-49). 

Regarding claim 24-30, these claims are substantially the same as claims 9-15, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 31, this claim comprises in substance the same subject matter discussed on 
claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 32-43, these claims are substantially the same as claims 2-15, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

8. Claims 1, and 3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kuzma 
in view of Hoffert in further view of Visual Preview for Link Traversal on the WWW, Kopetzky, 
et. al. (Kopetzky hereafter) and as further exemplified by Soles et. al. (US 2001/0143918) 

Regarding claim 1, Kuzma teaches a system (Figs. 1-3 and col 1/lines 26-56) and method (col 
14/lines 24-43) configured to communicate media files, comprising: 

a sender client configured to provide a message comprising: a recipient address and a 
handle to a media file (col 1/lines 13-22, col 2/lines 24-58), the handle to the media comprising 
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reference to the media file (col 1/lines 36-67), and a pointer location to the media file (col 5/lines 
10-54); 

a server configured to receive and provide said message from the sender client to a 
receiver client that corresponds with said recipient address, said receiver client configured to 
receive said message from said server (col 3/lines 26-62); 

wherein said receiver client is configured to access said media file from the sender client 
and a peer receiver client source of the media file (col 44/lines 44-47, col 5/lines 10-54 and col 
6/lines 8-15), wherein the location message is sent without the media file (column 5, lines 1-28, 
62-65); however Kuzma teaches a message comprising a handle to a media file, he does not 
teach where the media file includes copyright information. 

Hoffert teachings related to the field of digital media such as audio/video clips (abstract, 
background) including the delivery via an email server (col 28/lines 11-16), teaches wherein to 
facilitate the delivery/retrieval of media files by indexing streaming media files with information 
describing the media files content, including a handle to the media file, e.g. URL and content 
attributes such as title, author, copyright information (col 6/lines 53-col 7/line 19). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestion of Kuzma for retrieving media files using a handle to the media file, 
the teachings of Hoffert for enabling the retrieval of media files by attributes other than their 
type, would be readily apparent. One would be motivated to enhance files transmittable over the 
Internet including email, with file indexing attributes more descriptive of the content, such as the 
media file location, e.g. socket, header data, title, author, copyright, additional information such 
as resolution, duration, resolution, frame rate, etc. this would enable the receiver client ascertain 
the resources and the time required for selectively downloading desired media file, as explicitly 
suggested by the applied references. However, the above-mentioned prior art does not teach 
utilizing a preview of a file for describing a media file. 

Kopetzky teaches adding the handle to a media file comprising a pointer to the location 
of a media file, a preview of the media file, denoted link preview. The link further comprises a 
preview image (Fig. 1, 2a-b and 3a) of the media file (p. 1-3). The enhanced links can be used 
for preview purposes (p. 4). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestion of Kuzma using a handle to a media file comprising a reference 
to the media file and a pointer location to the media file, the teachings of Kopetzky for further 
enhancing said handle to a media file comprising a reference to the media file and a pointer to 
the location of the media file would have been readily apparent. One would be motivated to 
overcome the limitation of existing prior art in (discussed by Kopetzky) . providing information 
regarding a media file other than textual hints provided to help the user to decide if a link is 
worthwhile to follow, because these are not supported by the standards browser. One would be 
motivated to apply the Kopetzky teachings to Kuzma' s handle to a media file comprising a 
reference to the media file and a pointer location to the media file, because the technique can be 
used to implement a local overview fro web browsing and at the same time works with standard 
browsers without authoring effort and provides the user with a view of e.g. the page and content 
associated with the link, as noted by Kopetzky. However the above-mentioned prior art does not 
explicitly teaches determining the connectivity between to clients. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that connectivity between to 
communicatively operating devices can be determined via a ping, probe or ICMP among other 
mechanisms. Soles merely exemplify the mechanism for checking for a connection to another 
peer client for establishing a communication therewith [Soles 0078]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made given the computing devices 
of a broad range [Soles 0036] configured to transfer multi-media data between them including 
providing/publishing multimedia stored therein [Soles 0005-0010] using the internet 
address/unique identifier [0046] for communicating, to determine if there is a existing 
connection by means of sending a ping message (i.e. request/response that verifies that a 
connection is established) to check connectivity to the peer client. One would be motivated to 
include the teachings of Soles into the Kuzma system making reference to available media files 
via email for enabling a broad range of peer clients to become active part of distributed 
applications that span many peers the transfer of data such as images, music files or video clips 
because in doing so client may choose from with peer client to retrieve data providing the choice 
to check for a connection to a peer client(s) from which media files can be retrieved and select 
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the sending peer client through which the media file can be retrieved in the shortest amount of 
time, as suggested by Soles. 

Regarding claim 31, this claim comprises in substance the same subject matter discussed on 
claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Response to Arguments 

9. It is argued (p. 14 of remarks) that the applied prior art does not teach claim (1) 
limitation as now added. Specifically, wherein the location message is sent without the video 
file. Because in the Rudy reference attachments are included in the email. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, applicant's interpretation of the applied 
prior art. Kuzma teaches sending a message without sending the attachment file sending a 
reference to the attachment instead. Specifically, the e-mail message is transmitted along with a 
relatively small attachment reference, instead of actually transmitting the entire attachment file 
along with e-mail message as is done in prior art e-mail systems, the attachment reference 
comprises a pointer that points to the actual location of the attachment (column 5, lines 1-28); 
attachment reference comprises a uniform resource locator ("URL") pointer to the location of 
attachment (column 5, lines 62-65). 

10. It is argued (p 14 of remarks) that the applied prior does not teach added claim (1) 
limitation, specifically, wherein the location message is sent without the video file, because the 
Rudy reference defines an attachment as being included in and accessible in an email item. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, applicant's teachings with respect to the 
Rudy reference has been considered. Specifically, in the Rudy reference on columns 7, lines 14- 
21, which define an attachment as an "attachment" as an item of data that is included in and 
accessible in an e-mail item but is not part of the e-mail message defined by the e-mail item. For 
example, many e-mail items include attachments in Multipurpose Internet Mail Extensions 
(MIME) or other formats, possibly defining still or video images, text or multimedia documents, 
other e-mail messages, audio segments, voice recordings, or other information, is noted. 



Application/Control Number: 09/919,412 
Art Unit: 2142 



Page 12 



Rudy teaches where a "descriptor" of an attachment is data that may indicate the name 
the attachment file and/or a thumbnail of the attachment file, whether the attachment file is, for 
example a text file or image file (see column 7, lines 48-58) and where attachments can, for 
example, contain images, text, or multimedia documents, other e-mail messages, video, audio, 
voice, or other information (see column 1, lines 25-28 and column 7, lines 14-21 as noted by 
applicant). Thus, the Rudy teaches a thumbnail of an attachment file, where the attachment files 
can contain video file. The thumbnail does not contain the video file, it is a descriptor of the 
video file. 

11. It is argued (p 14 of remarks) that the applied prior does not teach added claim (1) 
limitation, specifically, wherein the location message is sent without the video file, because the 
Rudy reference thumbnails of a graphical files are not preview of a video files, specifically, 
because video is not graphical. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, applicant's interpretation of the applied 
prior art has been fully considered. The invention's disclosure has been reviewed for controlling 
definition of the claimed term video, however none found. For the purposes of examination the 
broadest reasonable interpretation inlight of the specification has been applied. The breadth of 
the term "video" does not exclude "graphical", as argued (see Ref U on PTO-892) (see MPEP 
21 1 1/2106). Thus, Rudy teaches sending a location message comprising a preview of the video 
file, as recited. 

12. Applicant's argument filed 08/01/06 have been fully considered but not rendered 
persuasive. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Prieto, B. whose telephone number is (571) 272-3902. The Examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:00 to 3:30 p.m. If attempts to reach the examiner 
by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's Supervisor, Andrew T. Caldwell can be reached at 
(571) 272-3868. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3800/4700. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, status information for published application 
may be obtained from either Private or Public PAIR, for unpublished application Private PAIR 
only (see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov or the Electronic Business Center at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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